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Cartton J, Snow, Arbitrator 
P. O. Box 5246 
Salem, OR 97304-0246 

Re: Case No. Q94C-4Q-C 98117564 (AMS Specialists) 

r 

Dear Arbitrator Snow: 

As you will recall, the parties agreed at the close of the hearing in the above matter that 
NALC would have 14 days following rec;eipt of the transcript to notify the parties whether 
It Intended to submit rebuttal evidence. (Hearing Transcript Vol II, p. 103) Because this 
time frame conflicted with the NALC National Convention^ the parties subsequently 
agreed to extend the deadline to September 9, (See letter dated August 14 from Alan J / 
Apfelbaum,) 

NALC does have an interest in presenting additional evidence on the proper remedy in 
this case. We suggest however, that such presentation may be deferred until after an 
initial determination of the merits, based on the following considerations. 

The issue In this case, as described by APWU, Is whether the Address Management 
Systems (''AMS*') specialist position should be classified as a bargaining unit position, or 
alternatively, whether work performed by AMS specialists is bargaining unit work. NALC 
has detemitned not to submit additional evidence v^h respect to this Issue of whether 
the work of the AMS Specialists should be classified as bargaining unit rather than EAS 
work. However, if the grievance is sustained, the question of craft designation would 
then arise. In that circumstance, NALC may take the position that at least some, if not 
all, of the disputed work should be reassigned to the letter carrier craft rather than the 
cleric craft. NALC would anticipate submitting evidence in support of that position. 

It is not clear to us whether the issue of craft designation is encompassed by the present 
grievance. In the original Step 4 grievance dated August 27, 1998 (APWU Exhibit 2V the 
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only remedy requested by APWU was that "each of the positions should be assigned to 
the appropriate craft unit under Article 1.5. or In the alternative, bargaining unit 
assignments should be created from the duties assigned to these EAS positions....* 
Under Article 1.5» new bargaining unit positions are assigned by management to a 
particular craft within 30 days after the creation of the position. The craft designation is 
then subject to challenge by any of the unions through the grievance procedure. The 
reference to Article 1.5 in the Step 4 grievance indicates, therefore* that the issue of craft 
designation Is a separate and distinct matter that would arise following an award 
sustaining the present grievance. However, at the hearing Ms. Holmes at one point 
indicated that the Issue presented was "[wjhether that position must be Included in the 
APWL/ bargaining unit* (Hearing Transcript. Vol I. p. 36)» which suggests that craft 
designation is before the Arbitrator now. 

■ 

In any event, we would suggest that even if the question of craft designation is 
encompassed by the present grievance, that issue may be addressed in the context of a 
determination of an appropriate remedy should the grievance be sustained on the merits. 
Accordingly, we would suggest that if the Arbitrator does sustain the grievance, he 
should then remand the case to the parties for tripartite discussion of an appropriate 
remedy. (The Arbitrator, of course, has adopted this procedure in numerous cases in the 
past, including the still pending Case No. H94N-4H-C 96090200, involving the 
reassignment of a full-time Injured letter earner to a part-time flexible position in the clerk 
craft) tf the matter were subsequently resubmitted to the Arbitrator for resolution of 
remedy disputes, NALC would submit its evidence at that time. 

tf the Arbitrator agrees with our suggestion that any issue of craft designation t>e 
deferred, then the record may be closed and the parties may proceed with the 
submission of post-hearing briefs. However, if the Art>itrator concludes that the issue of 
craft designation is encompassed by the grievance, and is presently ripe for resolution, 
then NALC does request an additional day of hearing to submit rebuttal evidence. 

We await your guidance. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 




Keith E. Secular 

cc: Howard Kaufman* Esquire ' 
Melinda Holmes, Esquire 
Gary Mullins, Vice President 



